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Abstract 



IMPACT is a teacher- to- teacher networking program supported by .the Bxxon ^ 

EducatioirYoundatfon to improve t^achiKg in New York City -public schools. , 

* ^ i ■ 

Teachers Whb have been working on new ji-deas that- need more refinement are ' ^ 
eligible for $300 "developer" grants.; Teachers who would like to adopt 
previously developed ideas may receivje $200 as "replicator" grantees. Since 
1979, about 500 teachers have received grants in alternating waves of developers 
and replicators.. The 252 replicators have adopted abofU 100 different ideas. > 

To facilitate exchanges among teachers, IMPACT supports a wide range of 
networking "activities including newsletters, product catalogues, receptions, ^ v 
ceremonies, and capacity-building assistance- to teachers. Throughout the^ 
-process, the autonomy and responsibility of the teachers themselves is empha- 
sized. The Ataff has no predetermined orthodox answer to the problem of teaching, 
nor are the grantees monitored. Exxon's investment has been a little less than 
a quarter of a million over each of the three years, or aboul? 27 cents for each 
child enrolled in the public schools. 

The program outcomes were evaluated with pre and post data^ from 136 
grantees plus a control group of 44 teachers who applied for, but did not 
receive, grants. IMPACT'S record of classroom teaching Improvement ought to 
encourage others who would rather improve urban schooling than, abandon it. 
• Two-thirds of the developers and three-fourths of the repli<5ators 
Vi^more small group* instruction because of this program, a g^n at 

twice that reported by the control group. 
. The programme greatest success has come at the key teacher-to- 
student instructional method intersection. There, 85 percent more 
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of the IMPACT recipients ttan of the unfurided group reported 
significant changes in^the same period. i 
. Three-fourths of all IMPACT -participants have tried to disseminate 



their work. 



. In a^majpr breakthrough, more r(Bplicators report more improvement 
than developers, and replicators are more likely to try to^xecruit 
other teachers to better practice. 
Finally, IMPACT works at a time when the -problem of implementation" haff 
become notorious. Those who believe that nothing ever goes according to plan 
should examine -this experiehce. Through IMPACT, several hundred teachers have 
accepted grants to do" something the'x^proposed^ and then have done that thing, 
.efficiently, completely, faithfully, with some help but without close super- • _ 

vision. • , • '' 

The interpretation of the" findings makes it clear* that thes^ results are j 
attributable to the program's process' featutes, #8pec^ly the fact that it is- 
-user-driven.-" That is, the teachers control their own innovations rat^er than 
having them imposed from above or outside. Second, "the program captures the 
teachers' interest in being better professionals arid it respects the reality of 
the world in- which they work. Rat))er, than exposing teachers in schools to the 
jealous or resentful reaction of some of their peers, IMPACT activities take 
place on a city-wide basis. For those who want prestige, IMPACT provides 
recognition. For those who need to fight isolation, -there is networking. For 

those whose only barrier to better instruction is $100 for a gerbil habitat, 

- ■ ■ s 

IMPACT has supplied money. 

IMPACT is succeeding at a problem' tiiat has' overwhelmed generations, of ; 
ftaff developers. That success is evident^ iii 'the findings reported here and in 



/■the willingness of York's Board of B*ication to support half the program's 
future co'sts. Teacher participation and control «akes a difference"^ in the 
willingness to t:^ out new ideas. Teacher networking provides the vehicle for 
peer learning :and support. 



« 
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I. Introduction* 

The neo-conservative. wisdom is that public, schools do r^t work and cannot 
be changed. Mius, the schools and the children in then are being abandoned 
by their criti^ aijd the middle class. Two decades of experience with school 
improvement projects have 'done more to clarify obstacles than imprcNH instruction. 
Bureaucratic structures are supposed to impede change.--^ Conserving forces are 
ascribed so much power that innovation "must" come from th^ outside. Olier 
teachers are thought to resist new ideas. Inner city teachers are supposed to 
be so threatened and over-burdened they cannot take risks. Money is so scarce 
that improvement in precluded. Union rules stifle innovation. The pressure. 
. to "go-back-to-the basics" suppresses new ideas. Accountability and achievement 
testing have smothered creativity. The list of presumed obstacles could be 
extended indefinitely. All of those obstacles exist, in New York City. Their 
cumulative weight should have crushed any program of teacher innovation. 

In 1979, the Exxon Education Foundation created the IMPACT program to 
test teacher-to-teacher networking as a way to improve schooling in New York 
Cit/f The focus- was -consciously limited to 'teachers on the assumption that 
helping them is intrinsically important. Top-down efforts have regarded teachers 
as targets, not partners. The walls of the self-contained classroom are hard 
for outsiders to break throughJ Teachers expect to be abl« to do, on. their own, 
what they believe will best meet the needs of 'their students. They believe in 
their "own judgement, not what "worked" for someone else, somewhere el^. In 
part because of that, there has not been auch of a "lighthouse" effect in which 
emulation occurred because, school people searched diligently for ways to ii^rove 
their practice, were persuaded by essentially print-mediAted descriptions of 
•better practices, and then slavishly adopted those better practices. 

. *Thia research was conducted with the assistance of >l£U_ Leslie Goldman, 
Department of Educational Administration, Teachers ^College, Columbia University. 



■ The initiation, iinplementation,*«nd dissemination of new programs in the ' 
united States have, used up fifteen billion dollars since 1965 in attempts by 
outsiL- forces to cause schools to improve. Much, of the foregoing has heen 
'domni^nted by the Rand Corporation's "Change Agent" series (c.f., "Federal 
programs in Support of Educational Innovation," Band, Santa Monica,^1976-80, 
a multi-volume study). "Chang/ Agent" measured the ten-year retrospective 
summative effect-or better, lack of effect-associated with hierarchically 
imposed, temporary, exogenously initiated and, funded, pr^ojects. Reflecting that 
analysis, Mann synthesized a set of factors which might inform an" alternative 
paradigm for school improvement. 

- The root idea of this alternative— the user-driven system— and of the 

program here examined is that those who do the work should ' control th^change. 
.Rather than direction from tha top level "policy makers,- innovation aimed at 

instructional practice should be driven by teachers themselves." this contrasts- 
'sharply with effbrts to "teacher^roof " the curriculum, or to force functional 

change t^rougli structural change, or to replace or r_etread inadequate teachers. 

The basic user-driven .^premise runs throughout IMPACT. 

Other feature^^of^the user-driven system are as follows: 



Self Interest . 

^ Teachers- need for security, tl>eir tobltions, and t^eir needs for self- 
fulfilliaent should be emphasized, .probably in the order stated. 

/ * 

* * c** ' ' 

Teacher Social System Entry Points 

Rather tlian impose artificial, exotic, temporary phenomena from the outside, 
•naytally occurring apertures' should, lie u^ed. Teachers should get , togetjier 
and'shar* ideas. Peer teaching and learning should be maximized but imi«diate 
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peers (especially those within the sas^ school) are probably not as credible.. 
aV' sources of new ideas as those ^ron other schools and districts. The theory 
predicts that- attempts at dissemination and diffusion will ^be more successful 
from distant sources Ijecause: ' 

^ (a) asking for help cannot be interp^ted as a self -indictment; 

- ' . ^ ■-■ 

(b) invidiaus competition and comparison in the intimate home- 

school setting are reduced; X 

(c) the ideas can be changed with impunity; and, 
ed) t)iey can credited to their new user. 

capitalizing on this "second circle emulation" depends on district, system, or 

regional ne€works. 

Learning Theory Precepts 

several practices that characterize" the best of teaching and learning 
'are directly. relevant to a user-driven syst€^. The following features should 

•maximize change: * * 

. (a) participation, \eading to ovmership and a sense of fate^ control; 

(b) clear tasks ;^ 

(c) substantial rewards; and, ^ ^ ^ 



d) sele^ive reinforcement (i.e., only positive changes reinforced, 

r ' 

only non-aversively) • 



User-Monitoring * . *• ^ 

The major dynamic of the user-driven system is the reinforcement of change, 
SOT the creation'or stimulation of change where none hadSxisted. But, in order 
to reinforce changes already underway, user behavior has to be monitored by 
thise wHo would reinforce it. ^ 
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Dig jointed IncreaentalisBi ' . - 

Most changes are marginal, nit wholesale. Recurrent problem^ provide 
ser4.al. opportunities- for fixing. School- improvement is a social event with- 

r t 

multiple participants and that, too, suggests multiple opportunities. Taken 
together, these chajracteristics of disjointed incremental ism suggest that 
successful school improv&ient efforts will be multi-faceted and modest but 
persistent. [The phrase "disjointed incrementalism- is Charles Lindblom/s: 
for/its applica^on to educational innovation, see Dale Mann, "The User Driven 
System: Desigft Speqif ications and a Modest Pi^posal" in Mann, ed. , Making 
Change Happen , New Xork, Teachers College Press, 1979.) 



II. IMPACT II Described 
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»- The original IMPACT program had be«h designed ^jy the Exxon Education 
Foundation to support individuals to improve educational practices in higher^ 
education. Its success ^influenced the foundation to extend the strategy to a 
precollegiate system. In IMPACT II, teachers are' chosen fr^ a pro^>oAal compe- 
tition and supported directly to do what they determine. They are encouraged 
to participate in or to form teacher-to-teacher networks for the dissemination 
of those improvements. iMPACT II is being administered through the Division of 
Curriculum and Instruc^on, Office of Special Projects, of the PuSlic Schools . 

Of the City of New York. * \ , ^ 

Exxon has given the Board a total of. $734 ,237 ' (1979-1^80/ $244 ,578, 1980- 
1981, $243,409, 1981-1982, $246,250\ Of that $90,000 hitu, gone to 246 developers' 
grants; $60,00 to 255 replicators' grants, anS $333,381 to suppprt the project • 
director, a program assistant, an accountant and a secr^^tary. $34,616 of' ^ 
the $333,000 centfal office budget bought " substitute teachers to free developers- 
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for dissemination or troubleshooting to replicators. $75,000 of that budget 
went to consultants' and $45.000 "for printing. About forty cents of every doflar 
can be trafied to teacher expenditures. 

. r 

A. steps in the IMPACT Process _ ' _ . 

1. The IMPACT- support staff at the central headquarters solicits " 
proi^sals for classroom-based innovatipns/y advertising in Board of Eduction 

.publications, radio and TV announcements, and the u'nited Federation of Teachers' , 

paper, "New^ork Teacher." 

2. proposals ^e judged by a review committee of 21 including a 
majority of teachers plus representatives from administrative and community 

•groups. ■ * , • 

3. Grants of $300 are made to developers" for materials and/or . 

disseminating lnf,br;n^ttion about their programs to interested teachers. 

4. De^/elopers run wpr^jshops for teachers interested in repliqating 
the developer's ideas. 

t '' ♦ ' • ' . 

' . 5 PoteAtial "replicators" submit applications which aire rated by 

IMPACT staff and- by developers. 

6. Replicators get $200 gtants for ^inaterials plus technical assistance 

. • - ' ^^ ^ • • . 

frpm the <?eyelopers^ if ^^neces's^ry. 

^ — — 

» ' Insert Figure 1 „ 



iH^ACr used a phased strategy with grants to three waves of ^derv elopers 
beginning in June 1979. the develc^er- cohorts finished testing and paclcaging 
thpir ideas, proposal competitions identified replicators.. • , ^ 



Figure V 
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IMPACT II Timeline, 1979-1981 



February 1979 June 1979 



October 1979 February 1980 June 1980 February 1,981 



Exxon and 
New York City 
Board of 
Education 
announce 
program! 



First 

developers 
receive 
grants 
(96). 



Developers^ 
give work- 
shops for 
interested 
teachers. 



Replicator 
91: ants 
awarded 
(46) 



More 

replicator 
grants - 
awarded 
(82). 
Second 
group of 
developer^ 
receive 
grants (75). 



Third group 
of replicator 
grants ^ 
awarded (33) . 



June 1981 

Fourth 
group of 
replicator ^ 
grants 

awardftd (91), 
Third , 
group of 
.developer 
grants 
awarded (76) 
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By the end, of the 1980-81 academic year, 247 developers had received 
grants .and 252 replicators had been supported for adopting developerB' programs. 
About 100 different ideas have been replicated. A catalog describing each 
developer's progtan is distributed to the 900-plu8 New^ York 'schools each Spring. 
Six issues of The IMPACT Star , a quarterly newsletter featuring exchanges 
between teachers, developers, and replicators, have appeared. In5>bftantly, 
IMPACT ffttys for substitute teachers so that developers can leave their classyooms 
and personally share program ideas with teachers in other schools. After-school 
workshops further dissemination. Six- awards ceremonies and reception^ honor 
developers and replicators and announce new ideas. IMPACT has been publicized 
in newspaper feature stories and mbre than 200 print announcements. Cumula- 
tively, these activities are designed to create and support teacher-to-teacher 
networks. ' / 

• B. Methods of Assessment , ' , ' 

This analysis was designed to illuminate a set of questions that are 
important to urban school improvement, and tangential ly to contribute to the/^ 
management of the program being analyzed.' Mie two major questions were: 
. Has the IMPACT II procrram/process cha nged teachers, andy 

if so, in what ways? - ' v * • 

^ ^ ^ ' 

. TO what ex tent are the features of the use r-driven system f 

present in tohe IMPACT II proceas and to what effect? 

Since oui>Miiajor purpose was to measure the impact of IMPACT, the pre-tested 

e r 

questionnaires' first section asked teachers to characterize their teaching 
practices prior to IMPACTi subsequent sections «Ucited the respondents' 
self-reports of IMPACT experiences and their consequences. 



Questionnaires were sent to 99 developers, 134 replicators, and 99 teachers who 
"had applied- for but' did not- receive an IMP.ACT grant.* ^This. unfunded applicant 
group is roughly similar to IMPACT developers and replicators excejpt that they 
did not' take part in the IMPACT process. They are, to that extent, a control 
group against whom" the effect of the IMPACT intervention may be measured. Of 
the 332 questionnaires «ent out, 180 (53 percent) were returned as follows: 

Table 1 . 

Questionnaire Returns by Level of Organization 
and IMPACT Status (N » 180) 

« Level 

Status " ' Elementary Junior High ' Senior High Total 

Developets 29 ^ 11 21^ 61 ^ 

42 16 > 17 . , . 75 



Replicators 
Unfun4ed Applicants 



22^ 11 11 44 



93 . 38 49 180 



Overall, the respondents ar»e a fair represe^ntation of teachers in New 
York City. There are more women than men, half are in the 30-39 age bracket, 
more thin thre^-quarters have been teaching for ten or mord years, virtually all 
have had a lot, of formal training. Tfi)^ City has .approximately 800 elementary 
.and junior high/intermediate schools, and' 100 high Schools. Twenty-five percent 



•TO Supplement the suiyey analysis, program administrators and other 
•diiinistratorB wete interviewed, including superintendents and principals. 
The logs Jwpt by developers of their teacher-to-teacher contacts were content 
analyred.' (immanity Di|l£rict One had created a local version of the IMPACT 
program Bupported by its own tax-levy resources. K case analysis of that 
experience allowed us to extend and verify the survey findings. Other details 
of the MO^le may be found in ^pendix II. 

■ 16 , ■ ■ • • 



of our respondents taught in high schools, a higher response rate than would^ 
have been predicted either on their proportion of ..^-.R^hools or on the generally 

dismal reputation of high schools as wastelands of educational practice. (See 

/ 

Appendix II for details.) " ^. 

To prefigure the^f indings, the IMPACT* experience makes a difference and, 
the type of IJ4PACT experience (developers versus replicators) malces a difference. 
The nature of, the developers' role and its behavioral correlates is different 
from the replicators' who are not required to create, teat,' and "sell" an idea 
but merely tp copy one. Comparing the replicator respondents to the developer 
responde'nts, as groups, the replicators are more likely to be female, are ^ 
slightly younger, come from elementary or junior high schools and have much 
less teaching experience. 

one section of the qjystibnnaire allowed respondents to generalize about 
■ themselves' as professionals. None of the three groups are very happy with their 
salary: 26 percent of th^^elopers, 16 percent of the replicators, and 23 
percent of the unfunded/applicants thought their salaries "adequate."- About ^ 
half of each group blam^llO Livingston Street for contributing to popr 
teacher morale. Surprisingly ^the statement "The Union- helps me" ^i'd^iot 
command majority agreement^h^m any group (the average percent agreeing was 

4b). I 

Despite- those factors, the\three groups are as cheerful or satisfied 
as might be expected Jrom j,eop^e\,hoh^ve volunteered for extra work and who 
are intent on inprt^ing tljeir instructional practice.' Majorities within each 
category disagreed that "All Anyone cares about is. . .reading" (58 pejcent of 
the- developer., 55 percent of -the replicators, and 52 percent of the unfunded 
applicants). To the contrary,, all three^roups were enthusiastic about the 
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possibilities for working creatively with their classes. The developers were, 
as expected, the most enthusiastic (90 percent) followed by the unfunded appli- ' 
cants and the replicators (84 and,81 percents, respectively). Two-thirds of the 
developers thought that they wrklTd harder than their colleagues but only half 
the unfunded group, and 57 percent of the replicators felt. that way. All three 
grouflH. were similar-^nd che«:ful-ln reporting, that "My efforts "as a teacher 
are often rewarded" (5,9, 57, and 61 percents for the developers, replicators 
and unfunded applicants. The anoiJaly is that the group that did not win IMPACT 
grants still has the highest proportion of its members feeling "rewarded.") 

A highe'r proportion of the developer group than of the others (41 percent) 
reported a desire to move out of the classroom to administration. More repli- 

cators than developers said they would be continuing their formal training 

this year (77 percent). Both phenomena reflect the veteran status of the 
'developers^ .There are also 'some hints in these data that the replicator group 
• is less creative and' less satisfied than are others. To this extent, IMPACT 

seems to be tapping two different population strata with itfs two types of 

graittSe ' 

III. Teacher Outcomes from IMPACT II 

■ This part presents the self-reported results of teachers' participation 

iri Impact and compares their current instructional practices with those they ; 

^ 'recalled having used before the IMPACT experience. The first thing to be 

noted all three gyoups is their enthusiasm for teaching. An overwhelming 

proportion of the developer*, replicators, .and unfunded applicants said they 
enjoyed teaching. .About 90 percent of each group/ felt that they were supported 



^6 recognited for their good work by both thair fallow facher. «»d the . 
administration of their achools.* 

second, we asked teachers to evaluate their own teaching. «inety-two 
' percent "of the developers «.d 91 percent of the unfunded application, consid^ 
th+elves -master teachers." Dranu»tically fewer replicators gave themselves 

such high narks— 64 percent. 

IMPACT exists to help teach|.rs improve their work. Prior to IMPACT, . 
our respondents described tiieir classroom organization as follows: 

Table 2 

\ ♦ 

Percent of Participant Categories 
Preferring Different Classroom organizations 
^ Before IMEAST (N - 180) 

. ^. „ r«»>einr Y of Participant 

Typp of Classroom organization developer ReplIcaLr Unfunded Applicant 

(1) only wholeNlass instwction ^^(34) ^^OO) ^ (12> 

' ' ' ' 

(2) All types (whole class, small , 

groUp and/or individuaY"^) .. 



25 8 

(15) (6J 



26 26 

(3) small group and/or - , (21) 
individualized instruction , > I") ^ ' 

(4) other patterns** or missing data ^"^^^^ ^^ (20) (^^> 

TOTALS "T,c,. . (75) (44) 




• •The case analysis contradict* tiiis survey, finding. In the P«"°"«\^^ , . 

"incentive Grant Program,* beKiw.) . ; 

tofl .t 180 pr.J.rr.a thl. .f<.t»it. 



J . 
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Two' things are remarkable. Prior to IMPACT most IMPACT teachVrs were 
using only whqle group instruction. But, if , individualiration is a benchmark 
for good Tnstruc%4oa^..Jtheix,t^ applicants were clearly the best of tlje 

lot! Roughly twice as many unfunded applicants as either of the other grpups . 
vr ere using oinal . l .^QUfl^r individualize(J instruction before they applied — 
unsuccessfully — tor IMPACT help. 

IMPACT'S major reliance is. on networking so we asked about the respondents' 
previous experience with some aspects of networking. 



Frequency 

Often or 
Sometimes 



Rarely or 
Never 



ssing 
Data 



TOTALS 



/ 



Table 3 



Percent of Participant Categories tfy Frequency of 
Attending Conferences or Visiting Other Schools 
Prior to IMPACT (N = 180) 



Category of Participant 



Developer 
Conference Visit 



Replicator 
Conference Vi^it 



pnfunded Applicant 



nference Visit 



88 



58 



, 82 



(54) 



(35) 



(61 ) 



37 



80 



48 



(35) 



12 



42 



18 



61 



(7) 



l6) 



(14) f- -~^(i6) 



(4( 



,20 



52 



(9) 



(21) 
(23) 



A 



(1) 



y 



100 



100 



100 



(61 ) 



(61 ) 



(75) 



100 
. (75) 



100 



400 



(44 ) - 



(44) 



As expected, the developer group is consistently more active than the 
others but ail the groups have a similar pattern in that while they do go to 
conferences, frfr fewer vfsit classrooms outside their own 8choo;i. The isolation ^ 
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of teachers is clear, ••pecially for the replicator group •ore^n 60 percent 
of wh6m°have "rarely* or "neverl visited another classrooo outside their school 
prior to IMPACTe 

' A. Tcacher -to-Teacher Changes 

I I ■ » ^^^^ , * ^ 

There are several domains' of possible change in professionja behavior. 
The following analysis' of ncentrates first, on adult-centered and then student- 
centered effects. . - 



Figure 2 

Perceht of Participant Categories Reporting 
Chafiges in It^Jteraction with Other Adults 
Due to IMPACT (N « 180) 



Percent 
Within 
Participant 
( ;:ateqordes 
Reportdng^ 
Change , 
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20^ 
10 



l ^rea of Cha;nge. 

Use of Consultants 



TTT 



75" 



Sr .ns » 

< , Hi 

o o a 

pi ? |to CD 

S S 



. o 

H 
ID 



Team Teaching 



23 



TIT 



Repli 
UQvej 


•JTH 

0 a. 

01 ID 
-ft Oi 

o 


o a 






• 







21 



All- IMPACT participants, both develo^rs and rfplicators, reported making 
^more use of other professionals than did* the unfunded group (isean sccjre for 
developcfs plus replicators across bath areas is 29 compared to 25' for unfunded 
applicants)* * As a group," the develi>pds8 reach out more consistently to othex" 

adults than the x»plicators br' thie^4xAf unded applicants. The least complicated 

- ' 

and more ephemeral strategy to' enact is the use of consult^r^s. 
B» Changes i^- Instruction . 

In general, student-related changes can be affected by feachers as 
individuals. * t ». ♦ » ^ , 

• *• _^ ■'^'i. " _ * 



^ / Insert Figure 3 



On these 'student-rfelated fefctors, IMPACT is even more clearly successful. 
Comparing the developer plus replicator groups to the unfunded applicant group 
" across all^five areas, the^y^PACT process brought instructional improvement to 
85 percent fcore^of its partipipants .than those with.out the IMPACT experience.- 
(Developer plus^ replicator mean score on the five^reas was 57 percent reporting 
change due %o IMPACT: unfunded. applicant mean, 30 percent.) , 

The array of .IMPACT activities (receptions, ceremonies, newsletters, 
developer .grants, pep4icator grants; etc.) has made a differenced Two-thirds 
Of ''the developers and threerquarters of the replicators reported that, because 
of .IMPACT, they used more smail group instruction. (See Figure 3, p. 15.) A 
little more than a third of the unfunded applicants reported increases in the 
sa^e technique during -the '^ame period. (The* unfunded '^plicalits were asked, 
""Vfeich of the following educational practices have' you changed in the last two 
years...?"). ; Most teachers are r^^larly exposed to ideas that don't "take.* 
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Th«y get lectured by their' prinfipalS/ attend classes and workshops, see thif^s 
in journals, even take part (nominally) in special projects,^ For the most part, 
those activities sink without a tra^^ But IMPACT has made a difference in H' 
minimum of two-thirds of its particijjants, almost double the. innovation rate 
shown by the uhf unded applicantp^ ^ . . ^ 

The first two areas displayed ("small group" and "individualized" instrufc- 
tion) have a si^tiilar score pattern anh, since the twp are conceptually and 
practically related, that similarity contributes to the face validity o^f these 
data, impact's greatest penetration of teacher behavior is" in these ^tu)s^t-' 
.related factors, especially those that involve grouping for instruction, not 
in the previous "adult" related ^et. Thus, networking atmong teachers seems 
indeed only a means to a student-related end, exactly according to the , program's 
design. The adult honorific activities do riot stop there but actually get 
carried through to new classroom practices. It is also reasonable to conclude 
fxom these data that it is easier to get teachers to dhange their work with kids 
than their work with each other, "interdisciplinary" instruction (Figure,^) has 
been embraced at roughly ^twice the rate as team teaching, perhaps because very 
few schools had more than one IMPACT^ gi^tee whide it takes (at least) two to 
team teach. "Interdisciplinary^ instruction oh the contrary, can be accomplished 
^by one teacher or by getting a colleague to help, for example, with the geometry 
part of an Egyptian unit. 

Fewer IMPACT recipients report hiding adopted^ "independent study projects" 
and fewer still "student self instructi9n." Those that have used\ independent 
Btudy projects were probably locked in bV the nature of the project (e.g. Greek 
' masks, ecology diaries, metric food experii^o^ti^. The successful implementation 
of auto-instruction reqtiirei^a minutely articulated curriculum, often supported 
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by audio-visual equipment* Tke low scores suggest that this. area is beyond 
reasonable expectation given -the very' small grant amounts* • 

What teachers do behind the classroom door has been tough to penetrate*. 
Thus, these findings from IMPACT'are enormously positive* IMPACT works best* 

n 

* where one might have thought it would work least* But there is another remark-^ 
able phenomenon* in the figure above* On adult-related- chahges, the developers 
had the highest scores* Here/t^e replicators consistently lead the nirade» . ^ 
sixty percent of the replicators report havi^ng^ chafnged their instruc 
practicfe, compared to only 54 percfent of the developers and 31 perce 
unfunded applicants. Between seven and sixteen u>CTcent more of the re^J^icator 
t^an of the developer groups report having changed their classroom pract^e 
because of IMPACT But the developer group has been more heavily involved in 
IMPACT* In general, as participation' increases, the amount of new behavior 
also increases^ *Here IMPACT seems to be effecting the less involvedjjproup 




more profoundly* • ^ 

' There aj^ some alterp-ate explanations that should be considered. Our 
data collection took place while the IMPACT experience was fresh in jthe minds' 
of all the replicators but some o^the developers had been finished with the 
process for a year or so* The recency of the experience might account for 
the difference except that old memories arle ^generally selected in a positive 
direction, not a negatj|^e onei Thus, the c/evelopers are likely to include some 
who have overstated th^ positive^ature^ of their experience but even with that 
distortion the replicator effect is greater* 

Aftother explanation for the difference may lie in the basic, pre-IMPACT 
teaching of the ^wo groups* jjf the developers had^'already been using tt&t which 
they brought tb IMV^t, then they would have less change to report *^^et the ^ 
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groups* ovn descriptions of their previous classroom practices are remarkably . 
similar (see Table 2: ••Percent of Participant Categories Preferring Different 
Classroom OrganiMtions Before IMPACT"). On the key factor '•small group anVor 
individualixed instruction, •• the tm are exactly the same* 

The two tables corroborate the replicator effect although not as drama- 
tically as the evidence in Figure 3. On Table 2 -...Classroom Organization 
Before IMPACT," 26 percent of the developers had been using small group and/or 
individualized methods: Figure 3 "...Changes Due to Impact" shows an average of 
63^percent adopting such methods. The similar figures for the replicator group 
are 26 percent ""pre" and 71 percent ••post.^^ While the developer group shewed a 
gain of 37 polats, the replicators gained even more, 45 points. The consistency 
and size of these effects suggest that something unexpected is at work. On 
key instructional variables, replicator:s— with less dollar support, less parti- 
cipation, an^ (presumptively) less recognition — are still ^re likely to be 
effected than are developers. Thus, IMPACT has made some remarkable differences 
especially for the Replicators alid ever more notably on the heretofore tough- 
skinned area of instructional practice. 

Two final areas of instructional change have been effected by IMPACT. 
More IMPACT recipients reported using field trips than did tmfunded applicants, 
a logical consequence of IMPACT having provided its grantees with discretionary 
resources. And about twice as many developers and replicators had'adopted 
open spaoe techniques as had the unfunded group over the same time period. 

Another outcome area is teache^ attitudes. IMPACT has been dealing with 
a group of sotivated, vdlunteer teachers. Their morale began at a high level 
(virtually all said they enjoy teaching) but IMPACT has still increased their 
enthttsiasmv Thirty percent of the unfunded applicants said their feelings aboat 
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teaching had improved in the last douple of years (not, presumably, because of 

i 

IMPACT) but the developers and replicators repoKed better attitudes at twice 
tha.t rate (65 and 69 percent s, respectively. Note again the higher replicatbr 

figure) . Eighty-three percent of both the developers 'and the replicators c 

I 

reported gains in self-esteem due to IMPACTe 

In Section IV, we turn to the interpretation of th|se results and re- 
examine the IMPACT experience in terms of a particular ^t of propositions 
which may help accoumt for the program's remarkable success. Prior to that 
discussion, , we present a case analysis of one 'community ! district's experience 

with IMPACT and its own, roughly similar program. S 

I 

. c. A Case Analysis of District One's Incentive Grant Program 

In the Fall of 1980, Ccanmunity School Di^ict One on the City's lower 
East Side announced a -District Incentive Grants" Prqjram (DIGs) roughly 
modeled on the denttal Board>« Exxon-funded IMPACT program. Several things are 
remarkable about DIGs, not the least that in extreme fiscal straits the District 
chose to devote some of its Regular tax money to th6 improvement, not simply 
maintenance, of teaching. The sum was not large— about $5,800 in total grJint 
awards— but the choice was cliar: to provide, for example, a few months of an 
all-day kindergarten or to try to make some difference in the quality of the 
^instruction* across the District. 

The District's instructional improvement program dfejparted from the IMPACT 
model both, in purpose ^nd procedure and those departures facilitkte the analysis 
of IMPACT especially with regard to the process variables. While Exxon set out. 
to improve instruction through teacher-to-teacher networks, District One intended 
-to reward local effort and to train teachers to dev elop coitf>etitive funding 
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applications '* (memo to "All Principals, All ^Staff," from the Community Super- 
.intendent, re: "Project D.I.G. Report," undated). 

At one level both sought to change* behavior but Exxon's agenda was clearly 
more general and more ambitious* Honoring already ^excellent teachers and 
building. their grant-getting skills en passant is simpler to achieve because 
it requires less change, growth or development on the part of an already 
accomplished audience. 

These differences in purpose were reflected in procedures. District 
One created a mini-grant proposal competition without the teacher, networking 
aspects characteristic of IMPAC*. Thirteen of the District's teachers received 
DIGS grants/ seven others 'had had IMPACT grants. In pursuit of this case 
study, all but one of those teachers were interviewed in their school and 
^the relevant district administrators were also interviewed. 

1 . The DIGS Program 

V 

The incentive grant program was initiated by a newly-hired coordinator 

for funded programs. The superintendent had been concerned about, teacher 

morale and wanted to recognize high quality instruction. He had concluded 

« 

that i^oney for "extras" would have to come from outside the City schools but 

capturing that money would depend on teachers, only a few of whom the 

experience necessary to get grants. The proposed DIGs program promised to 

serve both purposes at a small cost. ; 

The program could be modeled on the ESEA Title JV Part C - ^ 
mini-grant pro9ram, which enables staff to carry out programs 
costing $1000-$3000« The district incentive grant program, 
' 'thou9lh smaller in scale, would serve to motivate and reward 

local effort, ^nd^'might serve as a testing ground for projects 
i^ich would be later developed into Title IV-C mini-proposals* 
(Proposal memorandum to Superintendent, August 20, 1980) 
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The proposal format was consciously patterned after Federal Title IV-C forms to 
give teachers practice in grant^manship. It soon became apparent that IMPACT 
had some useful expertise, even though IMPACT'S multiple purposes exceeded those 
of the District especially in the dissmemination, replication area. IMPACT'S 
greatest assistance was with the proposal review j^d criteria and, eventually, 
in helping showcase some of the District-funded teacher efforts in IMPACT'S 
City-wide publications. ' , * 

The District inaugurated the program with a modest mimeographed^^r^o sent 
with the instruction that it be posted. In many schools, the standing joke 
about the bulletin board is that it is an excellent place to hide things. The 
superintendent announced the pro^^m to the principals and soJ^ (but only some) 
principals passed the message on to their faculties. Neither the incentives nor 
the announcement were very dramatic yet 22 teachers from ten schools applied. 
(There are 530 teachers and 18 schools in the district.) 

Proposals were ' reviewed by a large committee with all the major constitu- 
encies represented. The proposal rating form provided a total' of 100 points to 
be distributed up to pre-established amounts across eleven separate criterion 
areas (e.g., ^'evaluation plan," "ease of accomplishment," "potential for dis- 
semination," etc.) to give the committee a framework to justify their anticipated 
tough decisions. In the end, the choices were easy because the nine unfunded 
proposals were so clearly chaotic, unrealistic, or trivial. 

DIGS was proposed in August, approved and announced in September; workshops 
were provided at the end of September and again in the middle of October. To 
give teachers, time to prepare their responses,'' the competition's closing date 
was in the middle of November. Within the next month, the review committee had 
completed its work and on December 18, 1980, the superintendent wrote to the 
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jipplicants with either good or bad news. From the administrative perapective, 
the time from the inception to the awards was very brief and very efficient. 
From the teacher perspectiv,e, the grants arrived only a few days before the 
^Christmas recess and woefully far into the school year. 

It is difficult to exaggerate how far the business of grants management 
is^from the classroom teacher's world. Teachers are ordinarily unaware when 
they are paid from ESAA or Title I and similarly uninformed that someone else 
had to establish their schools' s eligibility, document its needs, sequence its 
activities (including that teacher's diurnal life) , ^allocate resources, and 
measure the outcomes. Proposal writing and grant getting are far less real 
than the windows stuck in their casements, or the blistered ceiling paint, or 
the cockroaches in\he book cupboard. In fact, for many teachers the business 
of grants is so unreal as to'be mystical. One teacher went to three different 
IMPACT events before he realized that those developers looking for replicators 
were talking about him ! It simply had not occurred to him that he would 
literally be able to write a propposal. Several teachers made similar points 
about the jargon— '•it's a special language, "...you have to know what •They' 
want," "I needed confidence." Teachers reported spending from one hour to ten 
days in preparing their proposals. Only a handful of teachers moved easily 
through the proposal process. Most thought the district's two proposal-writing 
workshops were excellent, relevant, and helpful; without them, .the DIGs program 
%fOUld not have had any customers. 

Th^DIGs project meets Alfred North Whitehead's requirement that "action 
has to be, simple or it does not happen.' A group of motivated, already good 
teachers competed for small amounts of money to be spent in the same academic 
year for purposes that they could determine. The vast majority used thfir y 
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grants to buy tangible if ten^rary things; as we shall see, most used the noney 
to continue act;lvities they liad been doing before. DIGs touched ten of the 
district's eighteen schools and only one stratura— the best — of its teachers. 
By having witten a grant, started something new, taken on extra work, DIGs 
teachers were already an elite, but not even this group self-starts. More than 
half mentioned t^he overt role of the principal: '•my principal handed me the 
application and helped me write it"i "the princi^l said if I would write it, 
he would get the school secretary to type it"? ""the principal helped me to 
refine it"; "the principal pushed me to complete the application." Only two of 
the thirteen DIGs teachers managed to complete the simple proposal process on 
their own. If theSe elite teachers -needed that help, imagine the energy and 
leadership necessary to move innovation further down teachers* ranks. 

Both DIGs grants and IMPACT grants involved about the same amount of money, 
$300 per^te^ehCT. $300 is riot a lot of money to support a professional (some 
doctors spend 3,000 times that amount of a CAT scanner). But, considering that 
two Weeks' organizing a cake sale may raise less than a hundred dollars, or 
that the total year's supply budget for a junior high school art teacher is 
•$600, then the $300 has a new significance. In a handful of cases, the money 
was used ^or the services- of a consultant (e.g. ^ a dance therapist). The over- 
whelming use was for consumable supplies--books,< slides, film, food, special 
equipment. * Only two projects augmented their resources with matching grants. 

District One te^ers believed that the DIGs program was loaded in favor 
of basic skills, especially reading ("'They' don't like solar-powered wind- 
mills"), in fact, moVe grartts did go to the basic skills, sixain reading, 
two in mathematics. But, there were also three special ed grants, two for 
nutritlon%ducetlon, two for social studies, and t%ro in the finif arts area. 
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(The total reflects DIGs plus IMPACT.) 

Oiice the grant -was awarded, neither DIGs nor IMPACT recipients encountered 

« 

many problems. Ofie of the most intriguing difficulties caine from an IMPACT 
replicator who reported that his developer pushed so.har^ for the fidelity 
of his idea's replication that it resembled the old, discredited atteii5)t8 to 
-teacher-proof- the curriculum. The developer demanded particular pre and 
post tests, tried to dictate the time spent teaching, and sent ^e replicator 
materials with his, the developer's, name on every page. The replicator's 

r 

exasperation peaked When his students asked him if he was 'as spart as this Mr. 
^B"* whose name they saw on every page. The experience demonstrates why it is 

important for teachers to be abl^ to adapt ideas to their own circumstances and 

why it is important for them to be able to take credit for new things (whether 

or not that credit is warranted). 

The more complex was the proposed implementatio;(i, the more likely that 
something went wrong. One proposal was written Iv • team but the lead teacher 
fell from the principal's grace and was transferred to another class before 
the project got underway. Where DIGs money went for consultants. Central Board 
personnel regulations mushroomed the complications. Overall, it se«ns that 
there were fewer difficulties in the District's DIGs projects than in the 
Central Board's IMPACT projects. But the inqportant generalisation is , 

the smooth operation, by the teachers, of all the grants. They got to plan 
and determine how to spend money, they dealt with vendors, and with their 
own school's bureaucracies, thliigs went largely as planned. And without the 

stick of aonitorinql 

For reasons of logistics and philosophy, the District had decided that 
grantee supervision was unwarranted. The superintendent sent grant award 
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lettara and an end-of-the-year 'congratulatory letter and the teachers liked 
that* Whenever the superintendent had visited a clfl^ssroom, the teacher beamed 
at the memory. Others thought it good not to have been bothered (in the euper- 
vigory or evaluative sense) and still others regretted that no one had come 
to see their accomplishments* 

* 

Both DIGS and IMPACT had hoped to increase the sense self^orth~on 
the part of teachers by allowing^ them to make decisions ordinarily reserved for 
administrators. That faith was well placed and, as is discussed in the neict 
section dealing with outcomes, the teachers felt better. * i 



2. The Outcomes 



In looking at school efforts, the kids as the ultimate beneficiaries* are 
often neglected. These teachers kept this analysis from that error because 
of their insistence on a single theme: IMPACT or DIGs, the kids got somethii>g 
that was ^good for them, they gr^w, they got taught. Change projects are routinely . 
and correctly expected to have benefits beyond the term of the grant. At ^ the 
optim\^, we should expect some sort of continuation, or institutionalization, 
or stable new behavior. In that regard one of the grants seems especial Ly hard 
to justify in that "all" it did was to bring a music .ducation teacher into the 
classroom of a tone deaf teacher for a few days. Next year's children for that 
elementary teacher will be without music and to that extent the grant, will have 
disappeared without a trace. But, as the teacher put it, at least this year, 

"...these kids got something they should have that I can't give them." Virtually 

i « 

•ve^ teacher stressed the saow child-related benefit tttm their grant although 
for the Bost part the benefits were general (-...they're more turnJd on," "they 
liked school better"). One class did aovr f roo 7.1 to 9.7 on its Average grade 
le^l equivalency reading stores, arguably as a result of the grant activities. 
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totally t«niiorary materials, e.g., tulip bulbs, 6r bindings for class-produced 
essays. These teachers had no^ and could not. have done those things before, 
but neither wi^l they be able to continue those activities. ^ 

'^Has DIGS made a difference in this top group of teachers' already high 
morale? • They were happy to have their creativity recognized^ they said that 
this had "kept the batteries charged," or that it had made the last months of 
school "a breeze." Two teachers -r^eported a .kind of hangover from having been 
so high on the grant -proeess. Both had crashed and were resentful about not 
belli eligible to repeat as grantees (one suggested a grace period followed by _ 
renewed eligibility). The* tej^hers felt honored and to that extent encouraged, 
but DIGS simply mainlined their already useful attitudes. 

' The capacity b^^ding outcomes of the DlGs program are" its most clear-cut 
suc<;ess. The District set out to de-mystify the proposal process and bufld a 
cadre of sophisticated grant-getters. The 13 1980-81 DlGs grantees produced 
eigRt Title IV-C proposals for 1981-82. One person, who hafl been • teaching ^f or 
20 years and never had a grant, wrote three proposals in a single year! Another 
teacher recognized that she would not be able to repeat as a DIGs recipient, 
lited the networking 'ideas of IMPACT^but was uncertain about her prospects 
there, and so concluded'that, wholly on her own, she should try to form a c\ain 
of teachers and schools interested in Her health education idea! Jif the DlGs 
prc^r'am had had no other positive outfcoraes, it se^ms quite likely that the 
SS/'OOO tax levy dollars will turp a handsome , "prof it". in future 'outside support 
.for the District. (And that" suggests an interesting externality for' the IMPACT 

process, as well.) ^ " ^ ' ' . * ^ 

• ' The final outcome area, continuation, is more mixed. Again, we should 
acknowledge the child-related .outcomes 'first. .Some kids who might never have 
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$5;"000 tax levy dollars will turA a handsome , "profit". in future 'outside support 

.for the District. (And that suggests an interesting externality for' the IMPACT 

» 

process, as well.) ' 

- ' -The final outcome area, continuation, is more mixed. Again, we should 
acknowledge the child-related .outcomes first. .Some kids who might never have 
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learned about cameras will not How forget that interest; others will keep up 
the creative writing they discovered and learned to tx\xB% and likej still others^ 
will very probably haVe fewer cavities (honest!), be less obese, and wore healthy 
because of a $300 DIGS nutrition grant to their teachei:. Those. are real gains 
but they are also the sort -of one-time benefits that have always been possible 
from mini-grants. Most DIGs teachers used their money for supplies and they 
and their students happily consigned those supplies doing what they said they • 
would do. The litany from those efforts cleatly predicts the future: "Where , 
will I get money for bus trips next year?", "If I get more paper, I can do it, 
■but if not...", "What, are j^ou going to pay for the film processing next year?" 
One totally candid teacher had never regarded her project as anything but a 
fleeting event and was astonished to think that maybe she could figure out how 
to' do the, same thing again. Another said she would go back to spending her 
own money. Another won't continue because her success got her promoted out of 
the classroom. In general, the more closely linked the grant was to materials 
and the fewer process dimensions it hadi the' Aess likely teachers were to 
contemplate its continuation. 

For $5,000 of mostly materials support spent by teachers at their 'own f 
discretion. District One clearly honored some of its best teachers and'' just as 
clearly stimulated them as entrepreneurs. On its own terms, the- DIGs program 
is a sound and useful achievement. There is an element of unfairness^ in 
measuring DIGs against an additional standard it never sought to meet. The 
-dissemination," "replication," "innovation" expectations appeared on the 
"D.I.G. Review Form" used by the rating committee but were never seriously 
embraced. The District's carefully controlled, limited aspirations are a 
refreshing departure from over-sold projects of school change that lead^nly 
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to more disillusioxlment and cynicism. Having said that, it is also t>ossible 

r 

that District One might have achieved more with the same resources. We have 
already noted' that on the tough- tests of innovation (new behavior, changed 
behavior) the District's project fared less well. The amount of new change 
was slight, the penetration into the -more ordinary (more numerous and far more 
problematic) teacher ranks was puny and the prospects for continuation are 
dim. In the concluding section of this case, we examine some of the comparative 
dynamics of DIGs vis a vis^MPACT, especially with regard to the networking and 
recognition dimensions. That section concludes that adding those dimensions - 
to DIGS would have helped it achieve this more ambitious agenda of improvement. 

3. Some Dynamics ^ 
The major difference between DIG^ and IMPACT is in the "process" dimension 
of change. Both used proposal competitions? both relied on voluntter, self- 
identified audiences; both spent more money supporting materials than anything 
else; both used small amounts of money over a single year. But, beyond that, 
IMPACT has consciously fostered teacher petwork,s and has tried^to maximize 
recognition for the teachers' achievements. At the onset it is important 
to note ^hat District One contemplated the same thing but decided that those v 
activities would be premature. Th^ir grants never took hold until January 
or February, few if any teachers had anything to share until late Spring, and 
by then the Cit/'s annual struggle with achievement testing and promotion had 
begun to, consume everyone.* The district office had wanted to have a Spring 1981 
"^fair** at which the DIGs grantees could display their work, but that would have 
required more planning time than was available. Because of these considerations, 
the following discussion of the absence of networking and recognition ought 
NOT t^) be read as a criticism of District One but rather as evidence abou^ the 

* « 
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effect of the absence (perhaps temporary) of those factors in an otherwise 

>'' ' * 

comparable progratn. 

Of the twenty grantees^ only two could repprt that colleagues had adopted 
their ideas. In one instance , a special ed resource* teacher who had. always 
worked with a four-teacher team got teammates to adopt his ideas. In another 
instance r a foreign language teacher from a neighboring classroom "grabbed" the 
^entire idea and spontaneously and without help completely replicated the entire 
project. (The link in t^at instance was not from one teacher to another but 
rather through the children of one class peeking in on another and asking their 
o\m teacher, "Why can't we...". The ext^ent to which children link adults in 
schools is an unexplored topic. ) 

For the othiBr teachers, the DIGs grants did nothing to relieve theirV 
isolation, but IMPACT Grants were somewhat more ^uccessful. One said, "I'm 
getting out, I don't mind being exploited year after year as a permanent p^r 
diem sub, but teaching is the most isolating thing I have ever done." Another 
said, "It's kids, kids, kids for six hours and twenty minutes." Virtually 
all regretted being so cut off and sensed that their initiative with the grant 
might presage sdmething else. ^ ' ' 

That possibility was ^most clearly demonstrated during one of our interviews 
The conversation was interrupted when another teacher wandered into the room 
and after eavesdropping for a few moments volunteered that she had done nearly 
the same thing as the DIGs teacher's project, two years earlier. Both were 
teachers in the same school, both taught the same subject yet neither knew of 
the other's work. Similarly, the two projects centered in audio-visual tech- Jf 
nology. were unknown to each other, the^two projects that dealt with ancient 
history proceeded unaware of the other, and the two nutrition projects operated 
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In mutual isolation. M one teacher put it, "thp District never thought of 
making the pebble spread the rings." The observation is n6t true except from 
the perspective of that and the other, lonely teach^j* who wanted something 'ot^ 
IMPACT reduced isolation but DlGs, lacking the proceH paraphernalia,, did not. 

If they had any experience with the activities that sMpport IMPACT'S, 
teacher-to-teacher network, the teachers'liked it. They liked to get out ^ 
of their own school and district, *they liked to be invited to places with 
status (e.g., the Metropolitan Museum). The IMPACT newsletter w^^printed 
(not xeroxed) in color (not black and white) on quality paper (not n^w^rin^fv\^ 
It all helped and cost (recall that only 40 cents of each Exxon dollar could^ 
be traced to teacher expenditures!). Teachers liked to visit and be visited. 

If 

one teacher produced a show for her school's assembly based on her grant, an<l 
while the other teachers Cand children) were entertained, no one picked up the 
idea for their own use. Another teacher went to an IMPACT soiree, and ^fter 
listening to and chatting with the developer, brought four applicaCions back 
to his school and handed them ppintedly to four colleagues. The deference in 
the two experiences is between the 'entertainment purposes of the as|enibly (a 
performer-to-audience connection) and the replicadqn purposes of the IMPACT 
soiree (a pur^KJseful exchange among peers), ^e case data demonstrate that 
teachers regard other teafchers as trusted, ci^edible sources of assistance /if^o 
they learn from each other. Thus, the effect of IMPACT'S networking is clear 
both in its own right and by its abs'Snce from DIGs. ^ 

The effect of recognition is another of the differences between. the two 
programs bu^ its consequences are more ambiguous. The culture of .schools does 
suppress innovation. District One serves mostly working-class poor and non- 
wbrking poor families. The social and familial violence surifounding the schools 
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is formidable. In tough circumstances, teachers* survive by sticking togetJher. ' 
The greater the thre^it, the greater the cohesion and enforcement, of the grdup^s ^ 
norms (a^process that atostly indirect and unconscious)* One teacher said 
of his school's faculty, "They want to believe that 'nothing works' because it 

justifies their laziness*" /Another teacher explained her colleague's unwilling- 
ness to apply for grants by saying, "the more you do, the more you get asked to 
do# The less you do, the more you get left alone." Several teachers expressed 
the same thought, "I'm not into recognition" but there was more than modesty 
at stake. One said, "...they already think I'm a rate buster because I'm never 
absent and always enthusiastic." Another said>^iX-doi^ ' t want to showboat. This 
is a small school and favoritism is a big problem. The principal's cronies 
are singled out and I don't like that so I don't want any special attention 
for myself." A third was wistful about her hard work having gone unrecognised 
but pointed out that the princi>irl was low key AND paternal. If the principal 
ever got into comparing teachers (for example, praising some and by inference 
' criticizing others), the result would be conflict. When asked abou^ recognition, 
a fourth said, "I don't "rock the boat, I don't make waves. Only my close 

7 

friends know what I'jn doing." 

IMPACT does recognise teachAs but generally away from their schools. 
Recognition inside the school is far more problematic. One teacher, had asked 
the principal repeatedly^ for permission to explain htr project at a faculty 
meeting but the principal refused because, the teacher felt, that would have 
threatened the principai^l^al ready fragile leadership. Another principal hogged 
the limelUght whenever the teacher'* grant got attention. Thus, while »omo 
fraction of the DIGS teachers might have been pleased and even motivated by 
recognition, providing that visibility is difficult and--from the teacher's 
perspective— -dangerous. IMPACT'S plaudits come in remote settings. 

/ ■ •' . • ■ ■ . 
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IV. IHPACT II AND THE USER-DRIVBN SYSTEM 

Theories exist to explain an othenrise chaotic reality and action, to be 
ge^ralisable, has to be comprehensible. IMPACT II is an instance of parallel 
invention--practitioners and an analyst looking at similar events and reaching 
similar conclusions. This part compares the IMPACT prograun and outcomes to the 
theory of the \iser-driven system. Neither the program staff nor the foundation 
sponsors* will be surprised that IMPACT'S effects are a function of its teacher- 
driven nature, ^ ' 

Teacher control of the innovations- that they are to embrace is central 

to the program and the theor^. Since that control ^^^exercised at so many $ 

junctures, it is a topic that runs throughout this part of the analysis. But 

ve should note that teacher control is NOT a simple, binary phenomenon, e.g., 

"In IMPACT, they do; in others, they don't." For example, teachers could not 

do whatever they wanted with the grant. Their ideas had in the first instance 

to be approved by a committee and that is a big slice out of a prof essional'e 

s 

autonomy. The di lemmas of a purely user-driven system has always been those 
drivers who abuse the privilege by running off the road, driving the wrong way 
down one-way streets or, in the schooling case, using a grant to iiiqpleraent a 
gotten idea. IMPACT'S review and approval process solved that problem but, 
as the unfunded applicants would attest, at the expense of some teachers' 
judgment and* autonomy. 

A. Self-Interest 

Does IMPACT maximise teacher interests? . Which ones? And how? 
The first sort* of self-interest is survival. These teachers have witched 
the City excess or transfer thousands of their colleagues and close scores 
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of schools. In another circamstanc* excellent profeesional performance, e.g., 
. getting eupport for better procedures, Would be an ii^rtant career safeguard. 
But here only longevity counts and thus the only aotivations to better practice 
are those that teachers find within themselves. ^ 

One of the classic sources of responsiveness in a democracy is the ambition 

i 

of its leaders. . A city coun9il member, for example, tries to be attentive to 
her constituents not (only) from civic virtue but because she wants to be Mayor 
where, the theory holds, she will attend to citizen interests best if she Icnows 
that excellent performance there will position her for further advancement, ^ 
and so on. In this view, the pithy ambition of leaders guarantees democratic 
responsiveness. Or, said differently, since self-interest is the only raliable 
motivation, the problem of public policy is to so arrange things that the indi-: 
vidual's pvirsuit of self-interest contributes to a higher level good as well. 

We asked our respondents if they wanted to move up the. career ladder or 
(as teachers see it) "get oht of the classroom" into administration. Forty-one 
percent of the developers said "yes," 20 percent of the replicators, and a third 
of the unfunded applicants. The result is interesting for what it suggests 
about^Jj^hree groups, especially the developers vrhose initiative and seniority 
are pulling them away from instruction. (Will IMPACT help these teachers "escape' 
from the classroom or has it helped them stay in teaching? The question is 
in^portant although, on these data, untestable.) Notice also that the replicator 
group has only hilf as many of its members interested in administration, yet 
another indication of the different tiacher strata accsssed by tli» two sorts 
of grants. 

■# 

Still, it is unlikely that anyone would believe that a $300 grant could 
be. the stepping-stone to edvancement. Thus, we sought more direct measures of 
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these teachers* notlves for being teachers. 



Table 4 



Frequency DistriJ&ution ef Developers* 
Reasons for Teaching (K - 6t) 

. Reasons Percent 

For "self-fulfillment" 45 (28) 

For "the students" 23 (14) 

For money 10 (6) 

Two or more of above* 22 (13) 

Total ' 1O0 (61) 

Second, we asked "which aspect of the IMPACT II program did you feel 
contributed to you the most?" The choices were: "The recognitions (awards) / 
"networking (meeting other teachers)," and "the money to pua^chase materials.' 
The table below displays the recipients' first choices. ^ 

Table 5 

First Choices of IMPACT 
(N - 13J ' 

Recipients 

(Developers and Replicators) 

Professional Recognition 
Networking 
^ Money fot Materials 



IMPACT, relies for its effect on several strategies—dollar support, 
connecting teachers to others, and praise or reinforcement. The project 
staff believes that the networking activities are the fulcrum of inprovement 








Percent 


N 


12 


(18) 


38 


(57) 


50 


(75) 


• 100 


ISO** 



«The flK>dai' response here combined *fuifillment" with "students." 
eegoM teachers had multiple first ohbices. 
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but the tMchtrs take a more instrumental view. Table 6 shone the rank ordering 
of the features by the teachers • 



Table 6 

Rank Ordered Contribution of^ IMPACT Featutis 
Within Recipient Categories (N » 136) ' 

IMPACT Features 



Percent choosing 
Money for Materials 



Percent choosing 
Networking 



Percent choosing 
Recognition 



/Sfivelopers Replicators Developers Replicators Developerf Replicators 
Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N 



Contri- 41 
buted Most 



(24) 68 



Second 

Third 



40 (23) 28 
19 (14) 4 



(51) 

(21) 
(3) 



36 



(22) 50 



23 (14) 
41 (25) 



37 
13 



(37) 

(28) 
(10) 



Percent N Percent M 

32 (18) - (0) 

32 (18) 20 (15) 

37 (20) 80 t60) 



Totals 100 (61) 100 



(75) 



100 



(61) 100 



(75) (102*) (56) 100 



(75) 



In general, the data confirm the altruistic sense that these respondents 
have of themselves. Our case interviewees had said, they weren*t "in it for 
recognition" and neither are the survey respondents* lighty percent of the 
replicators put that last; none chose it first* Recognition is a mixed blessing 
if it causes teachers to be frozen o^t of their peer culture* While ''extra 
money"* got high narks, that should be understood in the context of the City^s 
average teacher salary of f 19, 747 (1979) and of the tiny sums available to 
teachers for materials* Thus, the self-interest dimensions of security, ambition ^ 
▼ialbillty/rccognltlon, and «v«n noney do not •xplaln inioh.** 



r««potid«nta rankad aor« than on* faatur* as having contrlbutad "■oat." 

**Th« other aid* of th« coin la iiqwrtfnt. Whll* racognltlon aay not t«ll 
ua moh about aoat tcachcra, fully a third of ^jtha davalopara put .it at th« top 
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lh«t l««v«« th« -••lf-£ul£ill»«nt" di««n«ion in th« softest, l««st •••sur- , 
Abl« s«n««. 0ns sspsct— ths sstisfseftions of collsgislity— is probably csptursd 
by ths "nstworking (■•sting, othsr tsschsrs)" itsa irhich was chossn first by • 
third of davslopsrs and half ths rsplicators (Table 6). Forty-six percent of 
Xhm dsvslope'rs agrssd whsn asksd, "Has Bssting othsr tsachers llks yoursslf 
contributsd to a mors positivs attitude toward teaching?" One developer said, 
-...getting in tovich with other stimulating \pi turnsd-on teachers is a rsin- 
forcement of your own work; it' is the best part of the IMPACT process." 

In fact, IMPACT fulfills teacher professionalism in several ways: 
opportunities to be trained and to train others, visiting other schqols and 
being visited, publishing onefe experiences and materials. When added to the 
collegiality and recognition dimensions, it seems likeiy that-self-fulifillment 
accounts for most of ^e sslf-interest motivation harnessed in this program. • 
Thus, th^ IMPACT exp^Hence reverses the predicted order of these motivss: 
survival is last, ambition close to last, and self-fulfillment at the top, 
not bottom. ^ 

B. Teacher Social System Entry Poinjs 

Traditional theories of school improvement have viewed the faculty as 
an snemy camp that had to be infiltrated by 'outsiders who would bring new 
and better ways to do things. Once ^hey had succeeded, these "change agents" 
would movs on. The traditional theories rsckooed without the vigor of the 
faculty as a iwliticai culturs. The schools won more strugglss than did ths 



of the list iaf things they liked about IMPACT. This part of impact's multi- 
pronged strategy is vsry useful to this -group and thus ths rscsptions, newsletters 
and othet public relations features should be maintained. They are, as well, 
part of the web whioh may be synergistic. 
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tmportLxy and artificial programs inposad on tham. 

Ona notlcaabla IMPACT faatura i» that it i» only a "program" at tha City- 
wida laval, Ita unit of intarvanti^n la tha individual taacHar^ not tha achool 
or district, wfthift tha taachar'a lifa^ wa hava alraa^y aaan how IMPACT taps 
tha continuing driva of soma of tha ayatam'a baat taachara to ba battar, IKPACT 
racapticyns at tha Matropolitan Mus^um^ caramoniaa in tha "Hall of tha Board" (a 
firat-floor auditorium at 110 Livingston Straat)^ slick publications—all hook 
into tha praraxisting naed of taachars for status in the ayes of somaona else 
basidas thair studants, Tha dominant reality of a teacher's life is the six- 
hour t«enty-minute day almost totally tied to student-related demands. IMPACT 
exploits that base by providing developer-teachers with substitutes so that they 
can offer workshops^ go to other schools^ or receive visitors. With IMPACT 
auspices, forty-two percent of the developers have visited other schools and 

forty-seven percent have attended workshops* 

\ 

The "userVmpnitoring" section discusses the logs kept by developers of 

' s 

their contacts *fith other teachers* Those logs show a total of 228 inquiries 
to 4 8 developers. In order to respec?t the fragile world of an outstanding 
teacher (especially one in a less than wtstanding school), both the teacher 
with an idea to push (the developer), and the teacher with a curiosity* about 
that idea (the potential replicator), have to be protected. Teachafs, like 
proph«t«, «r« ••Idom honpr^d in th«ir own ••t£ing«. Th« IMPACT networking 
syatm facilitate this kind of aor* «nony«ou« (but ttill cradible) contact 
through itaaocial occaaiona, talaphona contacta, and diffuaa voluntary prooa- 
duraa. tha d*valopara' loga, for axampla, ahow alnoat tha aaiaa numbar of 
contact*) froai outaida tha dawalopar achool'a borough aa within it (113t115). 
fh« ^ast Majority of tha log antriaa oana fron achoola othar than tha 



developers* o«m. 

On the other 'hsnd^ we asked our respondents dir^tly what had been their 
project-xelated experiences with other teachers. It wks reasonable to ask 
developers abo^i^ "training" others, but replicators %rere asked pnly if they 
had "spoken to" othera about the ideas they were adopting. 

Table 7 

Frequency Distribution of Developers 
and Replicators Contacts by Setting (N « 136) 

I \ 
^ Recipient Category 

Percent of Developers Percent of Replicators' 

Setting who "trained" others who "spoke to" others 

c 

•• .outside own school 52 , 61 * 

...in own school 62 87 ^ 

...both 74 95 

** 

A higher proportion of both groups report own-school contacts suggesting 
that the "second circle" thesis may be wrong. Diffusion here may not be skipping 
nearby places. A full test would require data about the nvunber of contacts* in^ 
each place and especially about their effect, proximity alone increases the 
likelihood that an IMPACT grantee would have had some purposive interaction with 
a faculty colleague about the grant. Prom that perspective the 38 percent of 
the^evelppers %Ao had no own^school training contacts to report is startling. 
And second, /training" people and "talking to" people is not at all ±he same as 
changing y^ople. Still, there is in these data more encouraging evidence about 
t^ willingness of IMPACT g^anteei to ptoselytize their cause, close to home 
thaii would have been predicted from the theory. \^ 

\rhm replicators, by the way, continue to surprise .\For«ally expected to do 
not a^fe than adept/adapt someone else*a ideas, and without \the outreach »ui?port 
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available to tha davalopara, thay show conaiatahtly hlghar acc^aa in all 
aattinga than do tha. davnaopara. hmonq thair othar attributaa, thay may ba trua 
b«liavara. . . • ^ 

Tha dictum that naturally "occurring aparturas provida battat lavaraga 
than artificial ones ia alao honorad by tha projact faaturaa discuaaad in tha 
pravioua section. For thoaa who want praatiga and viaibility, IMPACT provides 
recognition/ For those who need to fight isolation, boredom,'^ and anooia, there 
is networking. And for thoae whose only barrier to a letter claasfoom is $100 
for a gerbil habitat, IMPACT has money? Thus/ IMPACT captializes on the ordinary 
features of a teacher's life. ^ 

C. Learning Theory 

In earlier research, several hundred,. Federallyf unded proj<^cta of ataff 
development were found to have used practically none^of what is generally 
accepted as desirable practice in %ny teaching/learning aituation (aee ^ann, 
"The^olitics of TrainJ^<^^l«tchers in Scho61s," Teachers College Record , v. 47, 
n. 3, February 1976). IMPACT comes far closer to honoring the injunction that 
programs to educate educators ought themselves to be educationally aound. 
ll4PACT maxi^zes teacher involvement to such a degree that one person inter- 
viewed in th\ case analysis said that he would -...never apply for an IMPACT 
grant; they expect too much for too little." pbvioualy, all of the IMPACT 
recipients learned about the program, aacured the applif^ations , aaked for 
and received a grant..' And, tlaey^ all apent varying amounta of time and effort 
prairtiring and uaing new thinga in their claasrooms. Ninety-two percent of the 
teachara aurvayed believed that they had uaad tha grant for aomething original 
with tham-. (Xt ia aatoniahing how many teachara afmul^aneoualy invented tl^ 
•olar-powtr.d windmill.) At Lot thr«e-qu«rt.r» of th. recipient, tried to 
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disseminate their work. More than half were. involved in workshops. " Sixty-one 
percent used their grants/to improve a part of the curriculum of their own 
devising r»ther than an area of the Boa^rd-mandated curriculum. Half actually 
wrote new curriculum materials, more than a third developed A-V materials, a 
third have published in the "IMPACT Star^" Forty-three percent have visited 
dther cla«8rcx>inse . • J 

«v Beyond tl/e flurry of opportunities or eveiT responsibilities for partici- 
pation, impact's administrative arrangeroeirts add importantly to the personal 
commitment felt by the teac!^#rs. IMPACT' consciously traded central control 
for individual" commitiBent* The teacher's role was maximized, not the school 
'administration's. Although the principal signed the application, the teacher 
.decided^ for example, which camera to buy, from whom, and at what price. 
'^IMPACT'S central office provided overhead support directly to individual 
teachers. Eighty-three percent of the recipients sampled said that they had 
',had the ^freedom to spend the grant as they determined: 100 percent agreed 
.that teachers should "always" or "Sometimes" have that privilege. The fidelity 
<.with which ^he proposals were implemented and the other enormously positive 

outcojnes, along with the teachers' pleasure in hiving, "for once," been treated 

like professionals- are largely attributable to the effect of the participation 
-hypothesis (i.e., that as involvement Incr^aaes, change ^crease%) 

The replicator part of our data disconfl^rms that hypothesis, alt 
: this is a rare ins tanc^ in which more of a quantum is produced Wiere, chah. 
' behavior) rather thkn less. Although replicators participate less than devel 
, the replicators »hqw more change. The. expl^nition may lie in their bac|^ound 

characteristics (less Mturity, lees independejj^e, etc.), end we will return 

to, them as a group .in the conclusions. ^ 
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School administration has always been an MbivAlant business yplit 
between facilitating the work of colleagues who happen to be teachers and 
reqioiring those same colleagues, as subordinates, to do things whether they 
want to or not. The former "enabling" role saves the teacher for the benefits 
of autonomous participation, the latter directive role does not. Several 
^.dministrators were interviewed about IMPACT, One prihcipal had invited two 
teachers to accompany him to an IMPACT event and he then "let them loose," 
impact's premise is that improvement begins in the classroom not the office, . 
and that principal's soft sell is probably the modal approach for those admin- 
istrators who have had anything to do with the program. For our developers' ' 
sample, 57 percent reported that their principal had been involved. Only a 
third of the developers regarded their principal as having been supportive of 
the grant activities, a figvure that is hard to interpret because some admin- 
istrators, probably kept a studied distance to maximize the grantee's learning 
and other principals probably wanted to but could not help, . A frequent and 
difficult request was for class coverage "bo that the developer could leave 
the school', but substitutes v^e difficult to attract to many schools, emergency 
coverage must take priority, atid parents object to the* disruption in instruction 
which attends subst^fbte teaching. Still, ten percent (6) of the developers 
reported receiving aucH extra help from .their principals. 

^ Interviews show more administrative involvement, often more assertive 
involvement. A Brooklyn superintendent, for example, did the usual broadcast 
distribution of the IMPACT announcement and he kept track of the schools that 
did not reapond and sent the« a subsequent personal invitation to take part. 
In his cabinet meejtiA^a repeatedly praised the principals .frcm schools that 
had landfd grtots, a practice which made the other principals uncomfortable but 
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which has eventually contributed ^to the district'! leading position in raising 
outside BK>ney. This sort of push form the top remains the exception rather than 
the rule/ IMPACT, pointed at teachers, depends for its effect only dn teachers. 

The clarity of the tasks set by IMPACT is measured by their ^desty* Ko 
one asked teachers to solve the problem of readin^r (in fact, the project con- 
sciously stayed away from bo^-scoring grantee's success by ^ains on standardized 
achievement tests.) ^j^tead, developers were asked to refine something on which 
they had already been working And replicators were ask^ to adopt or adapt an 
idea whose complexity had already been forestalled by a $300 prdce tag. • In all 
cases, trial and error' led to simplicity. 

Throughout their IMPACT involvement, grantees are rewarded for their 
participation. In the first place*, the fact of the grant reinforces the^teacher 
Its publication ^ and the ceremonies .which accompany the award further encourage 
the recipient as does all the rest of the IMPACT paraphernalia. ,The fTimes" and 
the "Daily News" have both covered IMPACT. The "IMPACT Star" has regular items 
congratulating teachers over the signature of the Chancellor and other Board 
officials. The teachers' union consistently supported the project and endorsed 
teachers' participation. ^ 

Selective reinforcement is thf last of the learning theory precepts, i.e., 
the oAy behavior that is to be rewarded is good behavior. IMPACT Has no way 
to sanction those teachers who make little use of its grants— or even those 
who do not do what they proposed. Technical assistance is available from the 
Division of Curriculum and Instruction but project monitors are not. The money 
involved (1200 to $300 per person) and ^e nunJber of grants (499) »a*ke monitoring 
unfeasible and-.the program's assumptions^ make dt undesirable. Nonetheless, 



83 peroent of t|ie recipients had talked with project staff and 78 percent felt 
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that staff to be responsive to their concerns. 

Commercially packaged curriculuna are fre^ently shipped to a school- with 
a "teacher's guide" itiside the box. At best they will hav« been preceded by 
a salesman's visit. The involvement of any given teacher in the decision to 
-adopts Jhiorainally) that curriculum can be represented by that person's fraction 
of a committee vote. - The results of that process have been disappointing and 
contrast clearly with IMPACT'S emphasis "on the grantee's autonomy and ownership 
for a modest idea frequently and positively ipeinforced. 

D. User Monitoring 

New York's 4 0,000 teachers have got to generate at least one idea every ^ 
day that is deserving of support. It is possiWe to argue that more improvement 
can be had by exploiting such spontaneous improvement than by trying to force 
improvement where the teachers have not yet begun to move. The problem is 
knowing about those promising moments in time to help. The IMPACT grant process 
is part of that. Deadlines are frequent: applications are relatively simple: 
decisions are reached antJ communicated quickly. The publicity about the program 
helps connect the needy rfnd deserving teacher with some modest help, quickly. 

But the greatest contribution to user-monitoring comes from the networking 
provisions. IMPACT hus attempted to require its developers to record their 
contacts with potential replic«<:ors. bf the 61 developers in our sample, 78 
^rcent (48) had completed these logs. Analysis of the logs indicates an 
' average of five contacts per developer, undoubtedly a gross undercount since 
casual "inquiries* are unlikely to have been recorded. The recorded entries show 
that most diffusion occurs within the same grade level, e.g., elementary to 
elementary (16 contacts within grade level, 59 across). Slightly fewer contacts 
came from outside the borou^ where the developer's school was located (113:115) 
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. Bvery fourth contact follo*fed through with a replicatof application and 
55 of the 57 who applied .ubsequently received grants. Overall,, IMPACT has 
funded 252 persons to replicate 97^separate ideas. Thirty-nin'^percent of the 
developer^ have, attracted followers who applied for and^ received replicator 
grants. This does not include informal replicators who may be adopting the ^4 

program on their own* 

The diffusion of one developer's idea is ^represented in the 

figure. "\ 

Ju— 4V 

Insert Figure 4 




IMPACT was designed to influence teachers but haa attracted an Ad^istrator 
audience as wtell, most notably. Community District One's DJGs program. Those" ^ 
results include 22 applicants from 10 schools: mini-grants to 13- teachers, 
followed by el^ht additional proposals for extended support from^V-C funds 
written by the grantee group. Another unit in the Division of Curricultim and . 
instruction is using part of the IMPACT process. A coordinator for noveiSint " ^ 
education has held workshops, i^t the request of the principals, in 36 schools. ^ 
The developers' logs show that 15 percent of the contacts have come from adndn- ' 
istrators, a substantial if unintended audience. . ' - 

K, Disjointed^ Incrementalism ' 

school change is a messy process completed if at all bit by grudging bit. 
The attM^t to. impose pre-determined, holistic algorithms , has wasted a great, 
da^l of effort and resulted. in unwarranted *kepticUm about th.e j^ospects fgr 
Uprav«Mnt. Di.jointed incra-ani^lism is an alternate, .ore realistic^d. 
to .chool luprwamant. This aspect of ihe user-driyep theory <*n be applied 
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Figure 4 

One Developer's Recorded Ex^rience 
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'Legend: Dates end borough* of 16 contacts are illustrated, . 
• K ■ Brooklyn/ Q - Queens, and X ■ Manhattan 
Dates of contacts are all inmiediately following the distribrition 
of IMPAClk II catalog to all NYC schools. . 

•These contactors applied for IMPACT replication grants. 
••These contactors received replication grants. 
*» 

MOnt some -ore anecdotal evidence is available from the principal of a 
Brooklyn Mhool that has been- turned around from one ofrthe system* s.*#orst to 
. VTTJ^T.t Silve. in ait intervle,, abiut the IMPACT j^rocess the princip.1 
Ssdifd the whoor. initlel IMPACT devsloper grant with .^"f 
to others that -it could be done;- Sinde, the school has receivad eight other 
grants and produced six additional proposals during 1980-81. 
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at two levels'; from the >er.p^ctive of the individual teacher and from the f 

project perspective. * # 

on our survey evidence, IMPACT seems to fit easily into the lives of 
teachers. Developers take ideas with which they are already familiar an< refine 
them. Replicator objectives are even more modest, marginal, -manageable. The 
activities are founded on a base of sound practice ^or a gro«t of motivated 
and competent teachers. The IMPACT experience has persuaded many of these " 
teachers to keep trying for better instruction. 

The social nature of school improvement is beneath all .the receptions, 
ceremonies and other public events in support of networking. In The Nature 
of Managerial Work , Henry Mintzberg reminds. us that the "feal" business of . 
meetings takes place before and after ^the formil' agenda when participants T 
buttonhole each other, pursue face-to-face negotiations, follow-up on matters 
too su|tl\ or too sensitive to commit to paper. IMPACT'S cheese-Tin4-cra<^kers 
budget effectively draws individuals into an alternate; select reference group ^ 
far more likely to support risk-taking than is the average t^eacher lunchroom • 

social circle. ' " , « • 

' Finally, the year-long grant period ii preceded by the proposal prepare- 
tion and competition and followed by the project's continued attention to 
the- grantee in the form of forwarded request*, publicity, and invitations to 
continue (although out of the teacher's own pocket). .Thus, at the individual 
level, participation; is clearly both incremental" and. disjointed." " 

The M»e is- true at the project 1^1. Far from promoting any single - 
orthodoiy, the staff i. content to let hundred, of flower, blpom. In contrast ^ 
to the City', school I«prov«ent Project which ha. targeted particular .chool. 
' .nd tried to blanket them, IMPACT work, with only some teachet. , f ro« wherever 



they may be/ In a systijw where the average conuminity district will have .pent 
$60 iBillion over tlie last decade in Title I funds^alone, this program's mod«ty 
'lij-apiireni: (a quirter a niilli^n a year, ^ll^^^ide) . Similarly, IMPACT 
ba-8 not tried to transform the school's most listless, hostile, racist, and 
inadequate teachers.* It has irfstead worked -at the margin" with already good 
teachers who could be better. The strategy's acceptability depends on the size, 
of the increment. Is there more to be gained by helping the good be better? dr 
by helping the average to be exceptional? Or by helping the bad to be average? 

Herein lies part of the significance of the replicators. They start the 
IMPACT process being younger, less experienced, less ambitious for advancement, 
and with^ess initiative than the developers. They are that next stratum of 
teachers more in need of improvement. They enl the IMPACT process more likely 
to have changed those parts of their behavior that are closest to the heart of 
teaching and learning and more enthusiastic about sharing their good practices. 
Adding IMPACT'S success with^the developer increment to its even more substantial 
accomplishments with, the replicators suggests an unusually large contribution 
to teacher inprovement. . ' 

IMPACT'S commitment to persist at the problem of teacher improvement is 
best^ demonstrated by the Central Board's recent decision to assume half the 
program's cost, with taxpayer money, next year. Mo/eover, 'the staff's willing- 
ness to su^rt the rediscovery of the same techniques but Uy different teachers 
i. al^o defendable. Centra^Board flyers and pureau of School Lunch dieticians 
notwithstanding, the melancholy Reality is that every teacher (each teacher) 
has to discover "The Problem of Potato Chips" or nutf ition education neVer gets 

- a. 



*Somaotie should. 
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iilemented. Thus, at both the individual and' the project level, IMPACT is 
profoundly and appropriately a disjointed incremental event, nrulti-faceted, 
modest, and persistent. 

V. The Impact of IMPACT 

* 

Exxon's yearly quarter of a million could be spent in other ways than 
■ through this particular project stratecfy. It might, for example, directly 
support -eight teachers plus their overhead costs, but added tci 4 0,000, they 
would not help. Exxon might have spent the same .amount on e^aucation-related 
basic research, an area where $250,000 is a kind of minimum chip: But added to 
the Federal Government's hundred million J^sarly investment, and given the low 
'^obability of backing the -right" innovator, that too is difficult to justify. 
Instead, three years of resources have gone into 500' very small quanta 
directly to teachers in^ larger context of a systematically developed teacher- 
to-teacher network. At the beginning of this evaluation, we rAv.iewed the 
reasons many people have given up on urban schools. New York' epitomizes those 
big obstacles— a unionized, veteran staff, a mammoth bureaucracy, declining 
resources, etc., etc.— yet the /IMPACT program has been remarkably successful. 
Has it change(^teachers? ■* t 

. Two-thirds of the developers and ttree-fourths of the replicators use 
more small group instruction because of IMPACT II, a gain at least twice that 
reported by the control group of unfunded replicators. 

", IMPACT participants are more likely to make better use of other 
professionals (consultants, team teaching) than are the control -group. 

. With respect to instructional techniques, 85 percent more of the IMPACT 
recipients than of the unfunded apjplicants reported significant change .in the 
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same period. In fact, IMPACT' • greatest penetration appears to be in these 
student-related variables which are at the heart of .the teaching- learning 

process • ^ 

. Three-fourths of all IMPACT recipients have tried to disseminate their 
work. Forty-eight developers have generated 228 inquiries, 57 of those became 
applicants for replicator grants, and 55 of those won awards. 
^ There is considerable evidence that the IMPACT process makes the most 
difference with\respect to replicator*, not developers. This i^ especially 
significant becaus\, while innovative projects have always succeeded with the 

most 'innovative teacWs; otherb have been vastly more difficult to reach,. , 

.. \ . * 

IMPACT'S replicators^ ar^ from a distinctly different stratum— they are less 

experienced, less well tkined, less confident, less creative, and less moti- 
vated. Although 'they have\e83 dollar support, less recognition, and less 

participation: \^ 

. More replicators than d^^elopers report change in instructional practice. 

and, 

. Replicators are more likelj^than-developei^s to try to recruit others 

to better practice. 

Finally, it is worth noting that^^IMPACT exists in an era in which 
-implementation," or« getting people to\do what they ate supposed to do, is 
a major problem of public policy. Supjirted through this project, several 

hundred New York City teachers have solvfcd that problem by accepting the 

* ' \ 

resources (directly) for doing what they kaid they would do, and. then doingr 
that efficiently, completely, faithfully, W without monitoring or supervision 

And that of course explains a large paW of the dynamics of the programj;^s 
soccets. It has punched all the way throughlto classroom changes because it 
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i« u««r-driven. With muMi importanC gains from such a modest investment, it is 
little wonder that New York's Board of Education has jbeen willing to coomit its 
own funds to the program's continued support. Similar strategies will work in 
other cities, but IMPACT'S success is due to subtle causes. When the public is 
clamoring for "bottom line accountability," j^cussing oiv process takes courage. 
IMPACT is soft and effective, diffuse and efficient, loose and successful. All 
of that has to do with trusting teachers, supporting their judgement, honoring . 
their commitment and then Carefully crafting and nurturing a network to facili- 
tates that. 
h _ 

The importance^ the process dimension was sharpened when we Compared 
IMPACT outcomes^ith those of an otherwisTj similar • program that had not then 
added. the network support feature. In that comparison experience, the money 
did help teachers and children in the year- it was spent and in the classrooms 
for which it had been targeted. But even when two teachers had similar project 
ddeas, there was no exchange. Teachers who got mini-grants never tried (or had 
the opportunity) to persuade others to adopt those practices. The innovations 
paid for by the grants stopped cold when the money ran out. In short, these 
good ideas helped once and then died. The difference is in the effect of 
networking, the wayes of developers followed by replicators, the availability 
of some free time for teacher .visitations, and the extraordinary supportive 
structure that buoys up teachers helping others improve their practice. 

.IMPACT took on the tough problem of teacher improvement in the tough 
circumstances of New York. It succeeded becausff it was user-driven. Teacher . 
pirticipation and control makes a difffrence in the willingness to try out .new 
ideas. Teacher networking provides the vehicle fox peer learning and support. 



For those who would improve public ichool^by^iiBpro^ring classrooo teaching, 
the lesson echoes something said more than 2,000 years ago. 

When people are subdued by force they do not submit in 
heart. They submit because their strength is not adequate 
tb resist. But when they are subdued by virtue, they are 
pleased in their inner hearts,- and they submit sincerely. 

Mencius 

Chinese philosopher, ca. 300 B.C. 



